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From: Sprague, Cheryl
To: Fuller, Andrew; Soukup
Subject: FW: my additional commentary on Weston"s comments to the HA Draft 2018 Annual report
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 4:48:00 PM
Attachments: Review Comments 2018 Annual Report.docx


EPA comments on weston Review Comments on HA DRAFT 2018 Annual Monitoring Report.docx


HI Andy – I just reread Jim’s comments and agree that these reports are lean – too lean ----but worried we are so
apart with this PRP group/HA that it will become another document where we will need to argue their positions and
actions.
 
I tried to add that the annual reports can and should summarize new data collected since the last report, impact
from that on site/CSM/cleanup etc and data expected to be collected next year and included ( essentially
summarizing what they are doing to better understand and characterize the site and demonstrating how the
monitoring program is adequate to assess the remedy and protectiveness).  It should be noting where it is adequate
and where additional data needs to be collected and why. 
 
Anyway – just thought I would start here this afternoon since agreeing with Jim is the easy part….
 
 
Cheryl L. Sprague
Remedial Project Manager
USEPA Region 1 (OSRR07-1)
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1244
 
 
 
 


From: Soukup, James <Jim.Soukup@WestonSolutions.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 4:33 PM
To: Fuller, Andrew <Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov>; Sprague, Cheryl <sprague.cheryl@epa.gov>
Cc: Brandon, William <Brandon.Bill@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
Hi Andy, 
 
Attached are my comments on the Annual GMP Report for Tinkham’s submitted by Haley & Aldrich.   I hope you find
them helpful.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Regards,
 
Jim Soukup
 
Weston Solutions, Inc
Office  603.656.5480
Cell       603.305.0337
 


From: Fuller, Andrew [mailto:Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 10:14 AM
To: 'Dumville, Kelsey' <Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov>; Sprague, Cheryl <sprague.cheryl@epa.gov>; Soukup, James
<Jim.Soukup@WestonSolutions.com>
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Review Comments on:


 


Tinkham Garage Site


Annual Water Quality Monitoring Report for 2018


Dated 31 January 2019





General Comments:





It seems clear after reviewing this report that Haley & Aldridge provided very little interpretation of the data collected, especially on the hydrogeology aspect.  The report is largely a ‘data dump’ of groundwater quality results.   





A Site Map showing the locations of ALL existing monitoring wells should be included as Figure 3.  Sections of the report (for example 1.1.2) reference wells that are only shown on figures contained in appendices.  





Table II should be amended to include the lithologic unit screened by each monitoring well (shallow sand, till, shallow bedrock, deep bedrock, etc.).





Specific Comments:





1 Introduction:   The report would benefit from a brief description of the original release and a short overview of the remedial actions conducted to date.  





1.1.2 Overburden Groundwater:   Figure 6 in Appendix A should be modified to include the surface water designations used in this section so that the reader can follow the discussion.  





Data collected during the groundwater/surface water interaction study should be used here to support the overburden groundwater discussion, especially the discharge to Stream 1D, rather than relying on non-referenced work by previous consultants.  





1.1.3 Bedrock Groundwater:   This section needs to be expanded to provide a more detailed description of groundwater flow in shallow and deep bedrock. No description is provided about the bedrock geology (rock types, fracture frequency and orientation, mapped lineaments, etc.), how groundwater migrates through bedrock, and how the bedrock fabric impacts groundwater flow.  Downhole geophysics has been performed at numerous bedrock wells across the site. That data can be used to develop a much more accurate and detailed description of bedrock fabric and how it impacts groundwater occurrence and movement. 





There is no mention of vertical groundwater gradients in the bedrock or between the bedrock and the overburden, despite multi-level screens in FW11D, FW21D, FW28D.  





The evaluation of bedrock groundwater flow is based largely on the data set from 2016 presented in Appendix A.  Sweeping generalizations regarding the presence of a groundwater divide should not be based on a single set of data, which does not even show strong evidence of the divide in the area referenced.   





On Figure 3, the large bend in the 270-foot contour between FW11D and FW28D is unsupported by the data presented on that figure, nor is it supported by the historical data on Figure 6 in Appendix A.  The figure should be revised.  





1.2 Conceptual Site Model:  The CSM presented is inadequate, unsupported, and outdated; and it conflicts with statements in other sections of the report.   





· Aspects of the CSM are not depicted on the figures: the source area mentioned in the first and third bullets is not shown on any maps provided in the report.  


· The first bullet states that VOCs migrated to east, southeast, and south; but Section 1.1.2 mentions groundwater flow is to the south/southwest.   


· The first bullet states that VOCs migrated vertically downward into the bedrock; but the second bullet states that impacted overburden groundwater discharges upward to wetlands and streams.   


·  The second bullet states that impacted overburden groundwater migrated to the east, southeast, and south; but Section 1.1.2 states overburden groundwater flow is to the south/southwest.


· The third bullet ignores bedrock flow in the secondary fracture set that strikes NW-SE.  


· The CSM does not describe how contaminant migration was historically altered by pumping of the condo water supply wells (LGSW and LGAW) and redistributed by the associated leach fields.  This is an important part of the CSM that explains the distribution of contaminants and also illustrates the impact of the bedrock fabric and pumping stresses on contaminant migration. 


· There is no discussion of the impacts to the Boston Ave and Charleston Ave area groundwater or the mechanism for contaminant migration to that area.  





The CSM should be a narrative discussion that begins with the initial release of contaminants and explains how those contaminants have migrated through the hydrogeologic system and resulted in the current distribution.  It should also describe potential receptors.  A figure and potentially a cross-section should be provided that illustrate the CSM.





The last sentence states that “The CSM will be re-evaluated as additional data are received and reviewed.”   This is consistent with NHDES and EPA guidance which state that the CSM is a living document that should be continually updated based on new data.  The CSM presented has not been updated since at least 2015.  The first four bullets have remained exactly the same despite the collection of significant additional data regarding the bedrock and groundwater/surface water interactions.  





No mention in the CSM is made of the presence of 1,4-dioxane or PFAS compounds in site groundwater and how their fate and transport characteristics differ from chlorinated VOCs and how that impacts the extent and migration potential for those compounds.    





1.4 Summary of QA Project Plan:     The last update to the QAPP was in 2009.  NHDES has revised its approved field procedures and guidance several times since then.   The project QAPP should be revisited to ensure that it complies with current NHDES requirements, and updated where necessary. 





2.1 Groundwater Flow Comparison:  This section states that the number of overburden monitoring wells with water level measurements was insufficient to prepare a groundwater contour map for that lithologic unit.   Understanding groundwater flow is a key component of the GMP.  In future monitoring events, groundwater elevations should be measured in key wells that may not be included in the water quality sampling program to facilitate evaluation of groundwater flow in all units. 





See previous comments regarding the groundwater contour maps provided in the report.  





3.1 Intrinsic Biodegradation Indicator Parameters:  This section focuses on evaluation and comparison of DO, pH, ORP, alkalinity, and chloride results and references the 1998 EPA guidance document.    These parameters are evaluated only in the context of reductive dechlorination of VOCs and do not address 1,4-dioxane at all.   While chlorinated VOCs are still present in site groundwater, more emphasis should be placed on evaluating the migration and attenuation of 1,4-dioxane and the newly-detected PFAS compounds.   





3.2 VOCs and 1,4-Dioxane:   This section acknowledges that Env-Or 607.04 requires that plume maps be included in Periodic Summary Reports, yet they were not included.   No reason is provided as to why they were not included.   Plume maps are an integral part of any monitoring program report and help to illustrate the CSM and must be provided. 





This section lists the compounds detected and the results of the M-K trend analyses for each well, but does not provide any interpretation of the water quality results.  The M-K analyses are based on the full data set dating back to 2004 for most wells.   However, a qualitative review of the graphs included in the M-K analysis (Appendix E) shows that there are recent variations in several wells (DVE-7, NAI-M1, ERT04 for example) that should be further evaluated and could signal a more current (and therefore more relevant) trend.  Also, apparent seasonal trends are evident in some wells (FW20 for example) and should be evaluated and discussed.  





[bookmark: _GoBack]5 Summary and Conclusions:    There is no discussion about the extent of contamination and how that has changed since the previous report.  Given the change in the AGQS for 1,4-dioxane during the reporting period, this is an important issue to examine. Plume maps would be the key component of that discussion, comparing them to the previous report.  Also there is no discussion of how the CSM was updated (because it was not).   That should be included in this section. 




Review Comments on:


 


Tinkham Garage Site


Annual Water Quality Monitoring Report for 2018


Dated 31 January 2019





General Comments:





It seems clear after reviewing this report that Haley & Aldridge provided very little interpretation of the data collected, especially on the hydrogeology aspect.  The report is largely a ‘data dump’ of groundwater quality results.   





A Site Map showing the locations of ALL existing monitoring wells should be included as Figure 3.  Sections of the report (for example 1.1.2) reference wells that are only shown on figures contained in appendices.  	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: agree





Table II should be amended to include the lithologic unit screened by each monitoring well (shallow sand, till, shallow bedrock, deep bedrock, etc.).	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: also the monitoring wells selected should be able to indicate which zone they monitoring





Specific Comments:





1 Introduction:   The report would benefit from a brief description of the original release and a short overview of the remedial actions conducted to date.  	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: consistent with Andy’s comment – and since this is an annual report – it should add a run down of what investigations occurred in the past year and thus available and presented as new information for consideration and reaffirmation or correction of the current monitoring plan and GMZ.  A section on upcoming/expected data collection during the next year should also be included.







1.1.2 Overburden Groundwater:   Figure 6 in Appendix A should be modified to include the surface water designations used in this section so that the reader can follow the discussion.  





Data collected during the groundwater/surface water interaction study should be used here to support the overburden groundwater discussion, especially the discharge to Stream 1D, rather than relying on non-referenced work by previous consultants.  





1.1.3 Bedrock Groundwater:   This section needs to be expanded to provide a more detailed description of groundwater flow in shallow and deep bedrock. No description is provided about the bedrock geology (rock types, fracture frequency and orientation, mapped lineaments, etc.), how groundwater migrates through bedrock, and how the bedrock fabric impacts groundwater flow.  Downhole geophysics has been performed at numerous bedrock wells across the site. That data can be used to develop a much more accurate and detailed description of bedrock fabric and how it impacts groundwater occurrence and movement. 





There is no mention of vertical groundwater gradients in the bedrock or between the bedrock and the overburden, despite multi-level screens in FW11D, FW21D, FW28D.  





The evaluation of bedrock groundwater flow is based largely on the data set from 2016 presented in Appendix A.  Sweeping generalizations regarding the presence of a groundwater divide should not be based on a single set of data, which does not even show strong evidence of the divide in the area referenced.   





On Figure 3, the large bend in the 270-foot contour between FW11D and FW28D is unsupported by the data presented on that figure, nor is it supported by the historical data on Figure 6 in Appendix A.  The figure should be revised.  	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: Agree!  Rather this should be identified as a data gap.





1.2 Conceptual Site Model:  The CSM presented is inadequate, unsupported, and outdated; and it conflicts with statements in other sections of the report.   	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: agree





· Aspects of the CSM are not depicted on the figures: the source area mentioned in the first and third bullets is not shown on any maps provided in the report.  


· The first bullet states that VOCs migrated to east, southeast, and south; but Section 1.1.2 mentions groundwater flow is to the south/southwest.   


· The first bullet states that VOCs migrated vertically downward into the bedrock; but the second bullet states that impacted overburden groundwater discharges upward to wetlands and streams.   


·  The second bullet states that impacted overburden groundwater migrated to the east, southeast, and south; but Section 1.1.2 states overburden groundwater flow is to the south/southwest.


· The third bullet ignores bedrock flow in the secondary fracture set that strikes NW-SE.  


· The CSM does not describe how contaminant migration was historically altered by pumping of the condo water supply wells (LGSW and LGAW) and possibly redistributed by the associated leach fields, along with other releases.  This is an important part of the CSM that explains the distribution of contaminants and also illustrates the impact of the bedrock fabric and pumping stresses on contaminant migration. 	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: altered since we understand that there was direct discharge to the leach fields as well;

though I don’t want that to exclude that the leach fields are placed on former gravel pits which may have been used for disposal activities as well.


· There is no discussion of the impacts to the Boston Ave and Charleston Ave area groundwater or the mechanism for contaminant migration to that area.  





The CSM should be a narrative discussion that begins with the initial release of contaminants and explains how those contaminants have migrated through the hydrogeologic system and resulted in the current distribution.  It should also describe potential receptors.  A figure and potentially a cross-section should be provided that illustrate the CSM.





The last sentence states that “The CSM will be re-evaluated as additional data are received and reviewed.”   This is consistent with NHDES and EPA guidance which state that the CSM is a living document that should be continually updated based on new data.  The CSM presented has not been updated since at least 2015.  The first four bullets have remained exactly the same despite the collection of significant additional data regarding the bedrock and groundwater/surface water interactions.  





No mention in the CSM is made of the presence of 1,4-dioxane or PFAS compounds in site groundwater and how their fate and transport characteristics differ from chlorinated VOCs and how that impacts the extent and migration potential for those compounds.    





1.4 Summary of QA Project Plan:     The last update to the QAPP was in 2009.  NHDES has revised its approved field procedures and guidance several times since then.   The project QAPP should be revisited to ensure that it complies with current NHDES requirements, and updated where necessary. 





2.1 Groundwater Flow Comparison:  This section states that the number of overburden monitoring wells with water level measurements was insufficient to prepare a groundwater contour map for that lithologic unit.   Understanding groundwater flow is a key component of the GMP.  In future monitoring events, groundwater elevations should be measured in key wells that may not be included in the water quality sampling program to facilitate evaluation of groundwater flow in all units. 	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: We agree – so why don’t propose additional monitoring to obtain an adequate monitoring well network?

Agree with Jim – there were 47 wells sampled in 2016; there are more wells that can be sampled ( we found that they didn’t); they can collect complete water level measurements across the site using all wells even if all wells aren’t part of the annual sampling.

Further I think the GMP should include a time series – as in a subset of wells for semi annual ( boiundary only) a subset for progress (source/migration/boundary, beyond) and a full set of water quality collected in all wells on -site every other year.  That would require them only to sample and provide a complete picture once every two years - 





See previous comments regarding the groundwater contour maps provided in the report.  





3.1 Intrinsic Biodegradation Indicator Parameters:  This section focuses on evaluation and comparison of DO, pH, ORP, alkalinity, and chloride results and references the 1998 EPA guidance document.    These parameters are evaluated only in the context of reductive dechlorination of VOCs and do not address 1,4-dioxane at all.   While chlorinated VOCs are still present in site groundwater, more emphasis should be placed on evaluating the migration and attenuation of 1,4-dioxane and the newly-detected PFAS compounds.   	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: Nor PFAS – 





3.2 VOCs and 1,4-Dioxane:   This section acknowledges that Env-Or 607.04 requires that plume maps be included in Periodic Summary Reports, yet they were not included.   No reason is provided as to why they were not included.   Plume maps are an integral part of any monitoring program report and help to illustrate the CSM and must be provided. 	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: Concentration isopleth contours  are very helpful - 





This section lists the compounds detected and the results of the M-K trend analyses for each well, but does not provide any interpretation of the water quality results.  The M-K analyses are based on the full data set dating back to 2004 for most wells.   However, a qualitative review of the graphs included in the M-K analysis (Appendix E) shows that there are recent variations in several wells (DVE-7, NAI-M1, ERT04 for example) that should be further evaluated and could signal a more current (and therefore more relevant) trend.  Also, apparent seasonal trends are evident in some wells (FW20 for example) and should be evaluated and discussed.  	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: Agree – they will need to have this for the RI





5 Summary and Conclusions:    There is no discussion about the extent of contamination and how that has changed since the previous report.  Given the change in the AGQS for 1,4-dioxane during the reporting period, this is an important issue to examine. Plume maps would be the key component of that discussion, comparing them to the previous report.  Also there is no discussion of how the CSM was updated (because it was not).   That should be included in this section. 	Comment by Sprague, Cheryl: Modeling was proposed in the 2009 FYR; taken away as not needed in the 2014 FYR and I propose to reinclude the need for it in 2019 as a predictive tool for groundwater migration, contaminant fate and transport and cleanup time frame.






Cc: Mongeon, Robin <Robin.Mongeon@des.nh.gov>
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
** External Email **
Hi Cheryl,
 
Monday morning would be the best for me, as I am out of the office on Friday. I have a meeting from 9-10, but am
flexible the remainder of the day.
 
I also agree that the annual summary reports could be much more helpful to the reader, especially from my
perspective being new to the site. I would appreciate having comments from EPA and we can proceed with
generating a letter from there.
 
Thanks,
 
-Andy
 
Andrew Fuller, P.G.
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
Waste Management Division – Hazardous Waste Remediation Bureau
29 Hazen Drive, P.O. Box 95
Concord, NH 03302-0095
Tel – (603) 271-6805
Fax – (603) 271-2181
Email – Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov
 
 
 


From: Dumville, Kelsey [mailto:Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 9:27 AM
To: Sprague, Cheryl; Soukup, James; Fuller, Andrew
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
Hi Cheryl,
 
I am available Friday morning or most of the day Monday. 
 
Thanks,
Kelsey
 
Kelsey Dumville
Public Affairs Office
Senior Community Involvement Coordinator
Office: 617-918-1003
Cell: 857-998-0226
 
From: Sprague, Cheryl 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:18 AM
To: Soukup, James <Jim.Soukup@WestonSolutions.com>; Fuller, Andrew <Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov>; Dumville,
Kelsey <Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
Speaking of which, do you want me to review the Annual Report the Group submitted last week and provide written
comments?     
 
Yes- I would like to alter the annual submissions to be more helpful and to have concentration isopleths etc etc.  If
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they balk – as this is tied to the GMP – I will require an annual environmental monitoring report be submitted that
relates specifically to the remedy.
 
Cheryl L. Sprague
Remedial Project Manager
USEPA Region 1 (OSRR07-1)
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1244
 


From: Soukup, James [mailto:Jim.Soukup@WestonSolutions.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:14 AM
To: Sprague, Cheryl <sprague.cheryl@epa.gov>; Fuller, Andrew <Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov>; Dumville, Kelsey
<Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
I’m here to help, just let me know what you need !    
Speaking of which, do you want me to review the Annual Report the Group submitted last week and provide written
comments?     
 
I have a meeting Friday morning but I could do a meeting or call on Friday afternoon.   On Monday I could do a call
(not a  meeting tho) between 10-12a or 1-3p.
 
 
Jim Soukup
 
Weston Solutions, Inc
Office  603.656.5480
Cell       603.305.0337
 


From: Sprague, Cheryl [mailto:sprague.cheryl@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:05 AM
To: Fuller, Andrew <Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov>; Soukup, James <Jim.Soukup@WestonSolutions.com>; Dumville,
Kelsey <Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
** External Email **
Great- I am sure Jim S can help with that as well.
 


On another note- I need to schedule a meeting or call to kick off the Tinkham FYR before COB on the 12th.
 
Is this Friday or next Monday mornings available for you all?
 
Cheryl L. Sprague
Remedial Project Manager
USEPA Region 1 (OSRR07-1)
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1244
 


From: Fuller, Andrew [mailto:Andrew.Fuller@des.nh.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 8:49 AM
To: Sprague, Cheryl <sprague.cheryl@epa.gov>; Soukup <jim.soukup@westonsolutions.com>; Dumville, Kelsey
<Dumville.Kelsey@epa.gov>
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Subject: RE: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
Nope. We need a revised map with the proposed GMZ boundary from them. They didn’t revise the GMZ boundary
on this figure. We can look at the data that has been provided thus far and tell them where the GMZ needs to be.
 
-Andy
 


From: Sprague, Cheryl [mailto:sprague.cheryl@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 8:45 AM
To: Soukup; Dumville, Kelsey; Fuller, Andrew
Subject: FW: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
The 500 foot radius is required for the revised GMZ- however I am not sure this is what the state was looking for
exactly.  Andy?
 
Cheryl L. Sprague
Remedial Project Manager
USEPA Region 1 (OSRR07-1)
5 Post Office Square
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1244
 


From: Jim Campbell [mailto:jrc@e-emi.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Fuller <andrew.fuller@des.nh.gov>
Cc: Sprague, Cheryl <sprague.cheryl@epa.gov>; Dykstra <adykstra@haleyaldrich.com>; Phillips
<iphillips@haleyaldrich.com>
Subject: TG - Ross-Tokanel 500 Ft Radius
 
Per your request, attached is a list and map of properties located within 500 feet of the 1,4-dioxane detections above
AGQS along Ross/Tokanel Drives.
 
 
 
***********************************************************************************************
This email message and any attachments may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure.  It is intended for use only by the person to whom it is addressed.  If you have received this email
message in error please contact me immediately and then delete it from your system.  Please do not disclose,
forward, or use this information in any way.  Thank you for your cooperation.
 
James R. Campbell, Ph.D., P.E.
Engineering Management, Inc.
1500 Ardmore Blvd. | Suite 502
Pittsburgh, PA 15221-4468
412-244-0917
jrc@e-emi.com | www.e-emi.com
 
Please consider our environment before printing.
 
 
WARNING: External Email: This email originated outside of Weston Solutions. DO NOT CLICK on
any links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the email.
CONFIDENTIALITY: This email and attachments may contain information which is confidential and proprietary.
Disclosure or use of any such confidential or proprietary information without the written permission of Weston
Solutions, Inc. is strictly prohibited. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender by return e-mail and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.
WARNING: External Email: This email originated outside of Weston Solutions. DO NOT CLICK on
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any links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the email.
CONFIDENTIALITY: This email and attachments may contain information which is confidential and proprietary.
Disclosure or use of any such confidential or proprietary information without the written permission of Weston
Solutions, Inc. is strictly prohibited. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender by return e-mail and
delete this email from your system. Thank you.





